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Abstract
This paper considers the experiences of engagement with the UNESCO Recommendation 
on the Historic Urban Landscape (HUL) in the City of Ballarat in relation to the practices 
established by the Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance, (The 
Burra Charter). Examining the ways in which Australian local heritage practices have 
been shaped by the Burra Charter allows some of the complementarities and differences 
of HUL to be explored—for cities, for the ways in which current and future communities 
respond to change, and for localising heritage practices.
Introduction
Change	and	the	dynamics	of	urban	systems	have	proven	to	be	challenging	for	the	methods	
and	 formal	 systems	 of	 global	 heritage	 practices.	 Globally,	 and	 in	 Australia,	many	 cities	 are	
undergoing	 rapid	 and	 transformative	 changes	 through	 population	 increase,	 demographic	
shifts,	technological	innovations	and	myriad	social	and	economic	factors.	As	a	consequence,	
many	of	the	most	contested	contexts	for	heritage	practices	are	situated	in	urban	areas.
This	 paper	 reflects	 on	 an	Australian	 example	of	 the	 implementation	of	 a	 new	approach	 to	
managing	heritage	in	urban	environments,	stimulated	in	part	by	UNESCO’s	Recommendation	
on	the	Historic	Urban	Landscape	(HUL)	(UNESCO	2011;	WHITRAP	et	al.	2016).	However,	our	
purpose	 is	 not	merely	 to	 report	 on	 this	 experience,	 but	 rather	 to	 begin	 to	 explore	what	 it	
suggests	 for	existing	Australian	approaches	 to	heritage	management.	 In	particular,	 it	 shines	
a	light	on	the	Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance, (Burra Charter)	
(Australia	ICOMOS	2013),	and	speculates	on	its	capacities	to	contribute	to	strategic	thinking	
about	local	change	and	urbanisation	processes.














The	work	 in	 implementing	 the	
HUL	 in	 the	City	 of	 Ballarat	 has	




2015).	 An	 enlivened	 purpose	
for	heritage	has	stimulated	new	
community-based	methods	and	
knowledge	 tools	 (Buckley	 et	
al.	 2015;	 Fayad	 &	 Buckley	 [in	
press];	Fayad	[in	press]).	Building	
on	 previous	 observations,	 the	
purpose	of	this	paper	is	to	share	
some	 early	 thinking	 about	 the	
HUL	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 Burra 













‘Today, for the first time in history, humanity is predominantly an urban species’  
(UNESCO	2016:	3).
UNESCO’s	contribution	to	the	2016	United	Nations	(UN)	Habitat	III	Conference	on	Sustainable	
Urban	 Development	 held	 in	 Quito,	 Ecuador,	 indicates	 the	 magnitude	 of	 change	 facing	
contemporary	communities	globally,	particularly	 those	 in	urban	environments.	 In	2012,	UN-
Habitat	outlined	the	scale	of	this	challenge,	stating	that	developed	countries	like	Australia	‘will	
need	to	double	the	amount	of	urban	space	by	2050	to	accommodate	expected	numbers	of	




suburbs	 in	 Australia’	 (Martin	 &	 Lucas	 2017)	 are	 commonplace.	 Processes	 of	 urbanisation	
can	be	beneficial—particularly	as	cities	move	to	position	themselves	globally.	However,	 the	
scale	and	speed	of	 these	changes	are	associated	with	contested	social,	environmental	and	
political	 issues,	 insufficiently	 controlled	growth,	declining	housing	affordability,	 commercial	




Increasingly	 uniform	urban	 development	 and	 design	 is	 one	 response	 to	 rapid	 urbanisation,	
often	with	 associated	 losses	 of	 heritage,	 local	 distinctiveness	 and	 diversity.	 Other	 common	
responses	are	to	turn	to	new	iconic	architecture	(termed	‘starchitecture’),	city	branding,	large-
scale	cultural	and	sporting	events	and	global	tourism	trends	to	stand-out from the crowd.
Figure 1:	Map	showing	the	location	of	Ballarat	in	Victoria’s	Central	
Goldfields	region,	Australia	[source:	City	of	Ballarat]
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It	is	therefore	unsurprising	that	UNESCO	has	focussed	on	the	increasingly	complex	challenges	












about	 culture-led	 sustainable	development.	 For	 example,	 investments	 and	 capacity	 building	
are	available	through	the	United	Nations	Global	Compact—Cities	Programme	(UNGCCP)1;	and	
the	new	City	Partnerships	‘sustainable	urban	development	initiative’	for	Australian	cities	aims	
to	 deliver	 SDG	 goals	 through	 transparent	 governance,	 industry	 partnerships	 and	 high	 level	
projects	to	attract	 investment	(UNGCCP	2017).	As	heritage	practitioners	and	advocates,	 it	 is	
important	to	ask	whether	we	are	equipped	and	ready	to	engage	with	these	new	openings.

















the	 basis	 for	 reimagining heritage	 and	 its	 role	 in	 the	 development	 of	 cities.	 Rather	 than	
a	separate	selected	and	protected	element,	often	considered	‘off	to	the	side’	of	major	urban	




and	 intangible	 attributes	 and	 processes	 give	 the	 ‘living’	 city	 its	 complex	 cultural	 identity,	
distinctiveness,	 sense	 of	 place	 and	 belonging.	 By	 responding	 to	 and	 strengthening,	 rather	
than	diminishing	the	city’s	distinctive	identity,	the	HUL	approach	recognises	that	change	can	
contribute	 to	 its	 cultural	 vitality,	 resilience	 and	 sustainability.	 It	 is	 in	 this	way	 that	 the	 HUL	







In	2013,	 the	City	of	Ballarat	 joined	UNESCO’s	global	pilot	programme	to	operationalise	 the	








year	period,	due	 in	part	 to	 the	pressures	 to	decentralise	population	 from	Melbourne.	What	






The	 Ballarat	 Strategy	 2015	was	 developed	 as	 a	 key	 part	 of	 a	 suite	 of	 new	 and	 revamped	










Ballarat’s	experience	of	 implementing	 the	HUL	and	the	effects	of	 the	Ballarat	Strategy	have	
been	 transformative	 on	many	 levels.	 There	 has	 been	 a	 new	 vigour	 and	 focus	 on	 the	 city’s	
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city	away	from	a	homogenised	and	prescribed	pathway	for	growth,	building	instead	a	platform	
for	localised	solutions.
The HUL approach and the Burra Charter
Discussion	of	the	HUL	in	Australia	has	slowly	emerged,	but	there	is	now	a	conversation	about	
its	applicability	and	usefulness	 (see	 for	example,	Taylor	2015).	Like	 the	experiences	 in	other	
parts	of	 the	world,	 the	de-centring	of	 the	architectural	 fabric,	 the	consideration	of	cities	as	
landscapes,	 the	 challenges	 of	 sustainability,	 and	 the	 development	 of	 community-centred	




of	 this	 paper,2	 yet	 the	 Charter	 itself	 is	 a	 relevant	 focus,	 since	 this	 has	 been	 the	 manner	





of	 further	 regional	 and	 disciplinary	 applications	 and	 texts,	 the	 Burra Charter	 was	 an	 early	
attempt	at	specifying	how	its	ideas	could	be	translated	into	a	specific	national	setting	(Australia	









a	 practical	 document	 that	would	 be	 specifically	 applicable	 to	 Australian	 places	 and	
cultural	conditions.
Unlike	the	Venice Charter,	the	Burra Charter	is	periodically	reviewed	and	has	been	changed,	
sometimes	substantially,	causing	an	 inadvertent	but	nevertheless	apparent	drift	 further	 from	
its	 Venice Charter	 beginnings	 (Logan	 2004).	 The	 current	 version	 is	 dated	 2013,	 but	 the	









state	and	 local	 levels.	While	each	relies	on	 listing	as	a	means	of	singling	out	some	areas	as	
‘heritage’,	they	are	legally	and	administratively	distinct.	This	paper	is	focused	on	what	could	be	
considered	‘typical’	or	‘conventional’	practices	at	the	local level	since	this	seems	most	relevant	
for	 the	mechanisms	 provided	 by	 the	 HUL.	 In	 Victoria,	 heritage	 places	 that	 are	 considered	
significant	 at	 the	 local	 threshold	 are	 listed	 in	 schedules	 to	 the	 local	 government	 planning	
scheme,	and	all	places	in	the	schedule	are	then	subject	to	the	provisions	of	the	Heritage	Overlay	
control	(DELWP	2014).	In	general,	demolition	or	significant	modification	to	the	fabric	of	locally	




















1. The notion of ‘place’: The Burra Charter	defines	‘place’	broadly	as	‘a	geograph-
ically	 defined	 area.	 It	 may	 include	 elements,	 objects,	 spaces	 and	 views.	 Place	 may	
have	 tangible	 and	 intangible	 dimensions’	 (Article	 1.1),	 and	 can	 range	 from	a	 single	
















3. The centrality of the Statement of Significance in policy making and 




formal	 processes	 that	 have	not	 always	been	 fully	 inclusive	 and	 comprehensive;	 and	
are	then	fixed	for	very	long	periods	of	time.	In	other	words,	while	the	Burra Charter	
acknowledges	 the	 fluidity	 of	 the	 values	 that	 are	 ascribed	 to	 heritage	 places,	 this	 is	
seldom	what	happens	 in	practice.	 In	 the	HUL	approach,	significance	 is	fluid,	and	 its	
contestability	is	recognised	as	a	constant,	with	the	need	to	recognise	and	frequently	
revisit	understandings	of	 the	multiple	 ‘significances’	or	 ‘values’	 (and	 importantly,	 the	
processes	of	engagement	that	are	necessary	to	articulate	them).
4. The tangible and intangible dimensions of place: Article	 1.1	 of	 the	Burra 
Charter	 clearly	 indicates	 the	 interconnectedness	of	 the	 tangible	 and	 intangible,	 and	
many	 parts	 of	 the	 Charter	 draw	 attention	 to	 fabric,	 associations	 and	meanings.	 As	
already	noted,	there	is	a	strong	focus	on	the	fabric	in	local	heritage	practices,	especially	
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6. Factoring in ‘uses’: The	Burra Charter	says	that	‘use’	can	be	a	component	of	the	
cultural	significance	of	a	place	(Article	7.1),	and	specifies	the	importance	of	‘compatible	







7. Inter-relatedness of nature and culture: The	 Burra Charter	 suggests	 that	
‘conservation	of	a	place	should	identify	all	aspects	of	cultural	and	natural	significance…’	
(Article	5.1).	Yet	in	practice,	natural	values	are	often	considered	and	conserved	through	
separate	 systems	 of	 decision-making.	While	 the	 rationale	 for	 separate	 systems	 can	
be	appreciated,	 there	can	be	a	 lack	of	connected	 thinking	and	practice	 that	 fails	 to	
appropriately	reflect	the	lived	experience	of	place,	landscape	and	locality.	In	the	HUL	
approach,	practices	 should	accommodate	cultural	perspectives	 that	do	not	 separate	
nature	and	culture.
8. The problem of boundaries: While	 the	Burra Charter	 urges	 consideration	 of	






9. Expert-led processes: The	Burra Charter	is	mindful	of	its	broad	audiences	and	is	
oriented	at	people	who	provide	advice,	make	decisions	or	undertake	works	(Preamble).	
Compared	 to	 the	Venice Charter,	 the	Burra Charter	 shifted	 the	balance	away	 from	
expert-based	 decision-making	 through	 the	 articulation	 of	 a	 transparent	 decision-
making	 sequence	 (known	 as	 the	 ‘Burra Charter	 process’).	 This	 is	 one	 of	 the	 Burra 
Charter’s	most	obvious	attributes.	Yet,	despite	good	examples	where	its	use	has	shifted	



























ment	 and	 vision	 finding	 processes	 are	
needed	 that	 can	 operate	 ahead	 of	 and	
foreshadow	the	use	of	 the	Burra Charter	
as	a	supplementary	tool	that	is	applicable	
for	 specific	 places.	 Acknowledging	 that	
there	are	limits	to	the	capacity	of	the	Burra 
Charter,	 Australia	 ICOMOS	 has	 begun	 to	
diversify	its	guidance	texts	to	include	‘Burra 
Charter	Practice	Notes’.	These	can	explain	
the	 application	 of	 the	 Burra Charter	 in	
more	detail	or	demonstrate	its	application	
in	specific	contexts.	We	therefore	propose	
‘something	 bigger	 than	 Burra’	 to	 parallel	
this	kind	of	diversification.
Ballarat’s	 new	 HUL-inspired	 model	 for	
urban	 conservation	 begins	 to	 capture	
these	 possibilities.	 It	 has	 moved	 from	
posing	heritage	conservation	and	develop-
ment	as	separate	and	sometimes	opposing	
processes	 to	 form	 a	 virtuous	 cycle	 (see	
Figure	 2).	 The	 things	 that	 make	 the	 city	






•	 An	 open	 platform	 to	 collect	 comprehensive	 knowledge	 and	 diverse	 perspectives	
about	the	dynamic	and	living	city,	 including	aspects	of	vulnerability,	opportunity	and	
adaptability;	and
•	 Collaboration	 with	 many	 and	 diverse	 partners	 (including	 universities),	 and	 working	
towards	inter-disciplinarity.
We	 acknowledge	 equal	 measures	 of	 optimism	 and	 provocation	 in	 our	 intentions	 for	 this	
overview.	 Reactions	 to	 our	 presentation	 at	 the	 ‘People’s	 Ground’	 conference	 (Melbourne,	
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Endnotes
1	 The	City	of	Ballarat’s	HUL	program	rollout	has	incorporated	linkages	to	work	by	
the	UNGCCP.
2	 A	special	issue	of	Historic Environment	(Volume	18,	no.	1,	2004)	outlines	this	history	in	
detail.	It	can	be	viewed	on	the	Australia	ICOMOS	website.
3	 The	former	Environment	Protection	and	Heritage	Ministerial	Council	agreed	that	
all	jurisdictions	would	standardise	the	criteria;	however,	this	decision	has	not	been	
fully	implemented.
